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British journalists, establish the coruiving i 
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oe Couservative Party. the Porele : 
Catctal ta of the Conservative Party, the Porcigu i 
Draictalary aterneltd ; : ly, ‘ : 
aDiSiGery Consol: acy Office, the Daily Mail, British intelligence 
7 Fy rpativae ony 5 “AE WWI eae 
kin “inevieEN Levien, By Lewis Ches- operatives and a group of White Russian 
ter, Stephen Bay aud Hugo Young, emigre forgers. : ne 
219 naees, Linpincott. $5.95 The famous Zinoviev letter, which now 
ft - ry file ra ' bee oo . 
oe ae serves as an cxample of the Red-scare 
- \ * . _ tne} ; . tte Fats Nie _ 
‘hiis ix a hook for devotees of compare icc aoe ; its soe dara ee 
avy theories. hi exposing a chain of came ported lo be 2 direclive Irom Grigory 
eee \ reals ayvopet sthiaiy Horn dees Zinoviev, head of the Moscow-hased 
Wily’ Laat loon More Caan 1G ane "ird Tiler ne ; i j ret f Brit : 
ades to unyavel, the autborssleuths, all urd International. It exhorted the Br 


ish Communist Party to prepare for rev- 
- olution and to foment insurrection in His 
Majesty’s Armed Services. But while the 
forgery was in itself amateurish, its time- 
ly dissemination was a masterpiece: the 
Zinoviev letter brought about an elector- 
_ al rout of Britain's first Labor government 
under Ramsay MacDonald in 1924, and 
blocked the ratification of an Anglo-Rus- 
sian trade treaty for a number of years. , 
Thread: In getting an eyewitness ac- 
count of the actual forgery in Berlin, the 
wuthors have a scoop which leads them 
tow brick-by-brick reconstruction of this 
bizarre political gimmick. Unfortunately, 
however, Uie book does not follow a clear 
narrative thread. It would have been far 
easier for the yeader if the authors had 
started with a description of how a hand- 
© ful of youthful White Russian émigrés 
concocted the letter and planted it in 
Central European intelligence channels. 
From duere the letter passed into the 
hands of the Foreign Office, British intel- 
ligence and finally into the hands of the 
i Conservative Party and the press. : 

But while the conspirators succeeded 
» brilliantly, England in 1924 fared badly. 
, The British press of tie day is shown to 
have been exceptionally slanted and un- 
enterprising. Truth did not seem to be 
highly regarded by either the Times or 
the Daily Mail of that epoch. The Foreign 
Oilice, which originally authenticated the 
forgery on the scantiest of evidence, con- 
uinues even today to sit on the depart- 
: i mental errors of the 1920s. The authors 
point out that the official attitude of the 
Forcign Office remains that the letter was, 
in fact, composed by Zinoviev. 

Mangy: When Zinoviev said the letter 

1 was a complete forgery, this seemed to 
, | the British like a verification of its au- 
thenticity, The’ Kuglish public wanted a 
simplistic story; the Russian denial just 
didn’t stand a chance. MacDonald, re- 
i senting his political enemies’ concentra- 
tion on the Zinoview incident, complained 
, during the 1924 election: “Why, instead 
1 of having a great. battle on a political 
principle, do they go on sniffing about 
| like mangy dogs on a garbage heap?” 

The Conservative Party paid .©5,000 
sterling to the agents who handed then 
one of the preat electoral victories of the 
centary. While itis difficult to imagine a 
forgery of this magnitude getting past 
| the microscope of today’s Kremlinologists, 
the episode should serve as a warning. 
Even in one of the most civilized and pre- 
i sumably moral of contemporary states, a 
| political party deliberately misled an en- 

tire gone for narrow adyant 
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